Rolling Knolls Landfill Braft Remedial Investigation Report {RIR}

General RIE Comments

The following general comments, particularly Numbers 1 through 6, represent EPA’s primary concermns
with the BIR submitted on November 3, 2016, Additional comments related to some of thess issuss are
also included in the Specific Comments section of this comment letter,

1. Future land Use

The Rl does not adequately address a future residential land useisgenario. The Site is currently zoned for
residential use and there is we-have-no evidence that a zoning thahge, covenant, or any institutional
control that would prevent future residential use is in placgiprwill be ih.place at the time of the remedy
selection. Besause-tThe Human Health Risk Assessment fdund unacceptabile future residential risk to
children and adults, »£As such, the RI must delineatg goritamination that exgeieds residential standards.
Comparisons to Non-Residential standards are insiifficient. Please revise these dgecurrences throughout
the report (particularly Section 4) and on the figures‘thiat only showsexceedances gfiNon-Residential

,,,,,,,, "1 Commented [VS1]: Do we want to add a reference to the
the Site and are also zoned residentialjiiisiaforet The Rl mist délineate contamination that exceeds Dispute Resolution here?

residential standards in these areas as well

2. Impact to Groundwater
Impact to Groundwater Sl Screening Levels mustsheuldadse bavincludedias a screening reference for
soil samples, and ~Fthe Rl rust shayid.delineateigontamination that potentially impacts groundwater.

3. Ovemll Conceptual Site Model
The repost dues not sdegiately desgribe all aspegiyinf the TSM for the Site, including the physical

paragraph of Segtion 6.2.2 2 and some is presented in Section 3.4.2.2, but this interaction needs
to be applied to posaile rontaminant migration pathways and included in the CSM.

b, Staterments companing uostream soncentrations in brogks 1o pnsite ponds are misieading and

should be deleted from the report, Besides being two completely different tvpes of systerns,

upsiream orook locations would be sublected to many different point and nonpoint sources of
contarmination Ehan ensite ponds. in addition MNesis there is noapy hydrological connection
bebwesrn the nonds and brooks,
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¢, Asection should be added to discuss the screening criteria selected 1o evaluate ervironmental
data for the RIR, The discussion should include explanations of the criteria for various
environmental media {e.g. soll remediation standards - inhalation/direct contact vs, impact to
rroundwater, groundwater guaiity standards based on the appropriate aguifer classification for
the site, soil vapor screening levels for vapor intrusion criterial,

d.  EPA recommends an updated graphical representation of the site CSM be added to Section 6.
This will aid in the readers understanding of the site,

being consistent with background, These skatements, o are

not supported by the date and are too general.

For examle, there are several contaminants thatigueed soil ARARs, inciuding PGBs and
benrofalpyrene, Section 7 discusses these concentratinng as beingonsistent with background
conditions, but EPA does not think this statement is notdlibportid by the data. The'sathe Is true for
sediment {especiaily metals, PCR, nesticidesand some SVOUs) and to a lesser extent for surface water
and groundwater {mainly metals for groupgwates,

in geperal, the report does not present the délineation of dontaminationin a cear, sasy o understand
way., Ata minimum, backireaind concentrations and a ggimparison to ondite concentrations should e
shown on figures, andiggy conclusisnaregardingbachzroind must grevised as appropriate. Several
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.. Report Organization and Presentation of Information
CBbM-—The report organization is hard to follow in many some respects. While EPA understands that we
are on a tight schedule, please incornorate the following recommendations to the extent possible,

Additional recommendations are included in the specific comments:

3. Appendixl appears to include oniv Phase 1 irwvestization resilis. It is recommended to include

both ghases,

b. Section 6 - The fate and transport information might bie betteripresented prior to the site
conceptual model, and probably merits its owrisgction earlier'in the report.

c. Itwould be helpful to aide in the interpretation of the data in regardsitoinature and extent if
sample locations presented in Appendix C wereidentified, 4t's understood that labeling might
make the figures “busy”; however, it would makeit.easi@r to'cross reference thie sample
locations with the data in Appé&ndi%B,

CBhA--There appent tobe several table, figure and appéndix references that are possible
remnants fromi @ previous version or different report. THere dre also references to the SCSR that
appear as though they should be addressing the RIR. Please review the document and make
sure that all referentes are appropriate and éorrect for this report.

woutd be goodite have'a table added'thatiindicates which surface water and sediment
samples were upstredam brook samples, downstream brook samples, pond samples. What
samples, if any, are inipgeither category — such as samples collected in the wetlands. The brooks
should bie better labeledion the maps, especially Black Brook.

' Itis very difficiilt to follow eéxgeedances using report figures in Section 4 {box maps of all
exceedances). Additionalifigiires similar to those in Appendix C {presentation of what is below
RDC, above RDC ang above NRDC in surface soil and sediment; one contaminant per map)
would be helpful in evaluating the site contamination.

No deep groundwater samples were collected {or results were not presented) for vertical
delineation of groundwater. Describe any deep groundwater data collected in the Rl. A more
thorough description of the confining thick clay layer that is preventing downward migration of
contamination should be included.

&, Figure 4-1’s: Please include background soil locations and results on one of these figures.
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._Figure 4-2: Please update to include the 1,4-dioxane results as an SVOC as reported in the TICs.

4. Figure 4-3: ie-may-be-helofulto-These figures should indicate a flow direction for the Black Creek
and Loantaka Brook, or include the table from the report text categorizing each location as
upgradient or downgradient.

k. Appendix B Table B-3G: Please update to include Impact to Groundwater screening levels.

. Appendix B Table B-4B: 1,4-dioxane should not be reported as a TIC. Additionally, please include
a row of “Total TICs” and compare to the NIDEP Integim Groundwater Quality Standards

Appendix Table 2 for Synthetic Organic Chemicals

{(http://www.state.nj.us/dep/wms/bears/Appendix Table 2.htm}:

Appendix B Table B-4C: NJGWQCiin this table should be updatedito include interim
GWQC to match the GWQC presented on the rést of the tables and figures.

here does not appear to be aisummary of the fateignd transport of constituents of concern_in;
the conceptual site model in theigxeciitive summary. ltisirecommended that the executive
summary include a discussion of eah of the bullets noted jniSection 1.3 Contents of the RIR.
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DSRA & £S

Severai comments will affect development of the BSRA and TS, These include:

a. &k—~Impacts to federally-listed (threatened) species gnd their habitat from any remedial
alternatives under consideration should be ass&ised during theiFaasibility Study. We
recommend continued consultation with the USFWS.

e

go8E—EPA had previously determined that the Wilderngss Act may be an ARAR for the project, as
the eastern half of the GSNWR was; designated as a wildeiness area by Congress in 1968. The
potential for any future remedial altérnative to impact the féderally-designated wilderness area
portion of the GSNWR should be assesied during the FS.

SE—There areghaiwild and sgenic rivers, coastal resources; coastal barriers, or significant
agricultural landsiinthe vicinity of the site/Fhe site does not lie within the designated coastal
zone of the State ofiNew lersey. Therefore, theiWild and Scenic Rivers Act, the Coastal Barrier
Respurce Actsand the Earmiland Protection Policy:Act, and the Coastal Zone Management Act
are not ARARs forithis project,

_ We hote that a previoysidocumentigoncerning the installation of monitoring wells at this site
stated that no propertiesian the New Jersey or National Register of Historic Places were found in
the vicinity of the proposedctivities. In general, the lack of known sites is not enough to
preclude poteritial adverse gifects to cultural resources protected under the tenets of the
National Historig Preservation Act (NHPA). We recommend that if and once a ground disturbing
remedy is likely, a*5tage IA'Cultural Resource Survey should be completed, to determine if
effects to historic resoiirces are possible, and to ensure compliance with the NHPA.

i, According to available GIS layers, much of the site is located within the 100-year floodplain as
determined by the Federal Emergency Management Agency. Accordingly, we recommend that
future documents include a delineation of the 100-year and 500-year floodplain. If any future
remedial activities are proposed within either floodplain, a floodplain assessment will be
needed. Please note that this assessment should include:

e adescription of the proposed action;
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e the effects of the proposed action on the floodplain;

e adiscussion of the impacts of the proposed action as compared to the other options;
and

e measures to mitigate potential harm to the floodplain if there is no practicable
alternative to locating in or affecting the floodplain, including measures to mitigate any
potential- impacts to the proposed remedial action from flooding events both during
and after implementation of the proposed remedy.

This assessment will be needed to protect the remedy against the adverse effects of the 100-
year and 500-year flood, including the spreading of contaminants and the long-term disabling of
any needed remedial treatment systems.

within the landfill. A review of National Wetlagdsinventory GISimapping indicates the site is
nearly completely surrounded by wetlandsiif wetlands are proposedto be impacted by future
remedial activities, in addition to the completed delineation, a wetlands assessment will be
needed. This assessment should include:

e an assessment of wetlands values and functions;

e acharacterization of flora and fatina;

e abrief discussion of the impacts ofianyipreferred remdedial alternative as compared to
the other options;

e the effects biicontaminants onwetlands resources;

e  meastirgs to minimize potential advérse impacts thatitannot be avoided;

e replacement.for wetlands losses {mitigation); and

e _a post-mitigation manitating plan, if hieeded

i, #Grotindwater remetlial alternatives should pristect and restore the aquifer for beneficial use.
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